Thus, when, as here, a cable system does not provide broadband transmission services
to any member of the public, but merely uses broadband cable facilities to provide information
services or other advanced cable services to cable subscribers, the access requirements that have been
sought are expressly not authorized by Title II and, indeed, Title VI prohibits them.'® Accordingly,
none of the common carrier obligations of Title II can be applied to any TCI cable system either today
or during the period after the merger closes when these systems will continue providing only "cable
services."

Further, even after TCI's cable systems are upgraded and begin providing "telephone
exchange services,” "exchange access" services, and other "telecommunications services,” in its
provision of telecommunications services, the cable systems will be only a "telecommunications
carrier” within the meaning of Section 251(a) and a "local exchange carrier" within the meaning of
Section 251(b)."* To the extent that TCI's cable facilities offer telecommunications services as a
local exchange carrier, they will be subject to the interconnection and other obligations imposed on

all telecommunications carriers by Section 251(a), and to the resale, number portability, dialing parity,

1% See 47 U.S.C. § 541(c) (exempting "any cable system" from "regulation as a common carrier or
utility by reason of providing any cable service"); see also In the Matter of Federal-State Joint Board
on Universal Service, CC Docket 96-45, Report to Congress, FCC 98-67 at Y 45-46 (rel. April 10,

1998) (finding that "information services" remain in a separate category from "telecommunications
services").

1% See 47 US.C. § 153(44) ("The term 'telecommunications carrier' means any provider of
telecommunications services, except that such term does not include aggregators of
telecommunications services (as defined in Section 226[]). A telecommunications carrier shall be
treated as a common carrier under this Act only to the extent that it is engaged in providing
telecommunications services, except that the Commission shall determine whether the provision of
fixed and mobile satellite service shall be treated as common carriage"); 47 U.S.C. § 153(26) ("The
term 'local exchange carrier' means any person that isengaged in the provision of telephone exchange
service or exchange access").
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rights-of-way, and reciprocal compensation obligations imposed on all local exchange carriers by
Section 251(b).'%

By contrast, even after they are upgraded to offer competing exchange and other
telecommunications services, the Communications Act and the Commission’s rules prohibit the
imposition on these systems of any of the requirements of Section 251(c) that are imposed only on
"incumbent LECs."'® As the commenters do not dispute, neither AT&T nor any of TCI's cable
systems meet the Communications Act’s definition of “incumbent local exchange carrier.”*"’

Contrary to GTE's contention, it is not merely that “there is no statutory mandate
directing” the Commission to impose incumbent LEC obligations on the post-merger cable systems.'%®

Rather, the statute precludes the imposition of these obligations on the TCI cable systems by any

regulatory body, state or federal. Indeed, that was the Commission's holding in the Local

19 See, e.g., GTE, pp. 13-15 (AT&T would be a "local exchange carrier"); MCI/WorldCom, pp. 4-5
(incorrectly suggesting that AT&T would advocate an improper "distinction between 'cable telephony’
and telephony provided over traditional telephony infrastructure").

1% See, e.g., GTE, pp. 6-7, 15-18;, U S WEST, pp. 19-41; Ameritech, pp. 13-23; MCI/WorldCom,
p. 13; Qwest, pp. 15-16.

17 The Communications Act defines “incumbent local exchange carrier” as “with respect to an area,
the local exchange carrier that --

(A) on [the date of enactment of the Telecommunications Act of 1996,] provided telephone

exchange service in such area; and
(B) (i) on [such date of enactment], was deemed to be a member of the exchange carrier

association pursuant to section 69.601(b) of the Commission’s regulations (47 C.F.R.

69.601(b)); or
(i1) is a person or entity that, on or after [such date of enactment], became a successor

or assign of a member described in clause (i).

47U.S.C. § 251(h)(1).

1% See GTE, p. 16 (emphasis added).
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Competition Order The Commission there concluded that although States have general statutory
authority to impose additional requirements on exchange carriers as long as those requirements are
not precluded by the Communications Act or contrary to its purposes, States are prohibited from
“impos[ing] on non-incumbent LECs obligations that the 1996 Act designates as ‘Additional
Obligations on Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers,” distinct from obligations on all LECs.'” The
Commission correctly held that the imposition of the incumbent LECs' obligations on competitive
LECs “would be inconsistent with the statute” and with "the language and purposes" of the
Communications Act.!’® That substantive prohibition -- and the express congressional intent it
embodies -- applies here with equal force.

The Commission further held in that Order that the Communications Act provides only
one mechanism through which a LEC that does not satisfy the statutory definition of “incumbent local
exchange carrier” can be required to comply with the obligations imposed by Section 251(c): the
Commission may declare the LEC a “comparable” carrier pursuant to Section 251(h)(2).!"! However,
the Commission may classify a non-incumbent LEC a “comparable" carrier only where:

(A) such carrier occupies a position in the market for telephone exchange service

within an area that is comparable to the position occupied by a carrier described in

paragraph (1) [an incumbent LEC];

(B) such carrier has substantially replaced an incumbent local exchange carrier
described in paragraph (1); and

1% See First Report and Order, Impementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996, 11 FCC Rcd. 15499, 9 1247 ("Local Competition Order")..

110 Sﬂ.‘i

"' See Local Competition r, 11 FCC Rcd. § 1249, accord Memorandum Opinion and Order and

Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, Deployment of Wireline Services Offering Advanced
Telecommunications Capability, CC Docket 98-147 (August 7, 1998), 1 91.
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(C) such treatment is consistent with the public interest, convenience, and necessity
and the purposes of this section

47 U.S.C. Section 251(h)(2). The Commission has held that a LEC will not be declared a

“comparable carrier” absent “a clear and convincing showing” that these statutory prerequisites are

met.'?

* no showing supporting such a

Here, contrary to the claims of two commenters, !
claim could conceivably be made. First, neither AT&T nor TCI occupies a place in the local
exchange market remotely comparable to that of an incumbent local exchange provider, given the
extremely limited local exchange service they provide today.''* Second, AT&T and TCI obviously

have not "substantially replaced" the incumbent monopolies that continue to control the provision of

local telephone service to virtually all customers in every region AT&T or TCI serve.'* Third, it

12 See Local Competition Order, 11 FCC Rcd. at 16110 (] 1248).

13 See U S WEST, pp. 25-27; Qwest, pp. 15-16. While Ameritech, GTE, and MCI likewise seek
to impose incumbent LEC obligations on AT&T, none of them even cites Section 251(h)(2) or
otherwise identifies a source of statutory authority for such obligations.

14 By contrast, in the one instance in which the Commission has declared a LEC (the Guam
Telephone Authority) a "comparable carrier” under Section 251(h)(2), it found that the LEC
"occup[ied] a dominant position" in its market by being "the sole provider of local exchange and
exchange access services." See Declaratory Ruling and Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, Guam

lic Utiliti mmission Petition for Declaratory Rulin ncerning Sections 153(37) and 251¢h
of the Communications Act, 12 FCC Rcd. 6925, 11 26-27 (1997); Report and Order, In the Matter

of Treatment of the Guam Telephone Authority and Similarly Situated Carriers as Incumbent Local
Exchange Carriers under Section 251(h)(2) of the Communications Act, CC Docket No. 97-134 (rel.

July 20, 1998).

"5 The assertions that AT&T/TCI would control "bottleneck” facilities (GTE, p. 15; Qwest, pp. 1,
12, 15), be an "RBOC-type company” (Qwest, p. 12), or "exercise monopolistic ILEC-type power
in the local markets" (Qwest, p. 15), thus make absolutely no sense. To the contrary, there will be
an [LEC everywhere AT&T/TCI will provide service with which the merged entity will be competing,
each of which has monopoly power.
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would affirmatively disserve the public interest, and frustrate the purpose of Section 251 to bring
competition to the incumbent LECs' markets, for the Commission to delay, diminish, and increase the
costs of facilities-based entry by subjecting such entrants to the "additional obligations" that Congress
expressly reserved to incumbent LECs.

The incumbent LECs' repeated claims that AT&T and TCI should be regulated "in the
same manner as ILECs" in order to achieve "regulatory parity," and that it would be "arbitrary" and
"[ir]rational" to regulate them differently,''® thus constitute an improper collateral attack on Congress'
carefully considered decision, consistent with decades of regulatory practice in analogous contexts
(such as long-distance services), to regulate the incumbent monopolists differently than the new
entrants seeking to compete with them. That decision assuredly applies to entry by cable companies
into local telephony, for such entry is precisely "the sort of local residential competition that
[Congress] consistently . . . contemplated."""” As Congress recognized, it is in no way "rational” to
require "parity” of treatment with respect to disparate classes of carriers. The incumbent LECs

simply refuse to acknowledge this fundamental principle ''®

"¢ See, e.g., GTE, pp. 2, 7, 15-16.
17 See Conference Report, p. 148.

"% See, e.g., GTE, pp. 15-18; US WEST, pp. 30-41. For example, U S WEST claims (pp. 34-35)
that equal access obligations should be extended to AT&T/TCI -- ignoring that (1) some equal access
obligations will already apply by virtue of the dialing parity requirements of Section 251(b)(3) once
AT&T/TCI begins providing telephony, (2) Congress limited the applicability of the other equal
access obligations, at least on an interim basis, to the BOCs and GTE (see Section 251(g)), and (3)
any revision in the existing equal access rules should be accomplished in an industry-wide rulemaking,
not a merger proceeding. See AT&T, etal v. WEST, et al, No. E-98-41, { 53 (suggesting a
future rulemaking proceeding on equal access). Similarly, U S WEST's claim (p. 41) that if the
Commission determines in its pending Advanced Telecommunications Services proceeding to define

the terms under which an affiliate of an ILEC will be sufficiently separate from the ILEC that it will
(continued...)
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In sum, there is no basis for conditioning the approval of the proposed license transfers
on AT&T's or TCI's compliance with any of the requirements of Section 251. To the extent
commenters seek to impose the requirements that the merged entity offer its local exchange services
for resale,!'® provide dialing parity,'?® or comply with Section 224's requirements relating to access
to poles, ducts, conduits, and rights of way,'”! the proposals are unnecessary, for Sections 251(a) and
(b) independently impose these same obligations. To the extent that commenters seek to impose the
"additional obligations" that Section 251(c) imposes only on "incumbent LECs," the proposal is
foreclosed by the Communications Act's terms and purposes, the Commission's rules, and the public's

interest in facilitating, not impeding, new local entry.

V. THERE IS NO BASIS FOR IMPOSING ANY OF THE PROPOSED CONDITIONS
RELATING TO THE CABLE ACT.

The laundry list of Cable Act-related objections and conditions to the proposed merger
consists exclusively of issues that the Commission has already considered or is currently addressing

in other industry-wide proceedings. As noted above, because these issues are more properly

118 (__.continued)
not itself be an "incumbent LEC" subject to the obligations of Section 251(c), the Commission should

apply similar requirements to AT&T/TCI, betrays a fundamental misunderstanding. Since neither
AT&T nor TCI is an incumbent LEC, no specific terms of separation are necessary to render an
affiliate of theirs also a non-incumbent LEC. And U S WEST's claim (pp. 36-37) that this
Commission should require AT&T and TCI to comply with State laws and regulations applicable to
public telecommunications utilities even when the States that adopted and enforce those laws and
regulations affirmatively do not wish them to be so applied is so bizarre that stating the proposition
is sufficient to refute it.

19 See U S WEST, p. 33.
1% Seeid., p. 34.

12l See Ameritech, pp. 24-25.
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addressed in these open proceedings, and because they are entirely unrelated to consideration of
whether the proposed merger serves the public interest, the Commission can and should summarily
dispose of them on those grounds. In all events, even if the Commission chooses to consider the
underlying merits of these unrelated issues, as demonstrated more fully below, it should decline the
invitations to impose any of the conditions sought by various commenters.

A. Program Access Issues

1. Liberty Will Continue to be Subject to the Program Access Rules Post-
Merger.

Several commenters express concerns that after the merger Liberty Media Group
(“Liberty”) will arguably no longer be vertically integrated with a cable operator and therefore could
be deemed exempt from the program access rules.'”* AT&T/TCI assure the Commission that there
1s simply no issue here: under the current program access rules, AT&T/TCI acknowledge that
following the merger as presently proposed, Liberty will remain vertically integrated and subject to
the program access rules. Thus, the Commission need not be concerned about, nor impose any
conditions regarding, this issue in its analysis of the proposed merger.

2. The Commission Cannot and Should Not Impose Additional Program
Access Restrictions on AT&T/TCI as a Condition of the Merger.

Ameritech suggests that the Commission apply the following three conditions as part

of its approval of the AT&T/TCI merger:

(D extend the program access restrictions to any programming delivered by
Liberty or any other AT&T subsidiary, even if such programming is

'2 See, e.g., Consumers Union, pp. 3-6; DIRECTV, pp. 1-2; Echostar, pp. 8-9; US WEST, pp. 42-
47, Wireless Communications Association, pp. 10-13.
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distributed terrestrially, rather than wvia satellite (the “Terrestrial
Condition™);'?

2) require AT&T/TCI to waive any existing exclusive program access
arrangements and forego any new exclusive arrangements for at least five
years (the “Exclusivity Condition™);'** and

(3)  require AT&T to commit to submit any proposed restructuring of Liberty to
the Commission for public comment and approval to ensure that any such

restructuring is not an attempt to evade the program access rules (the
“Restructuring Condition”).'*

Moreover, Seren Innovations, Inc. asks the Commission to condition approval of the merger on
TCI’s waiver of all its popular sports programming exclusivity, including the Midwest Sports
Channel.'* For the reasons discussed below, the Commission cannot and should not impose, or make
its approval of the merger subject to, any of these conditions.

a. The Commission should not impose Ameritech’s terrestrial
condition.

On two occasions in just the past four months, the Commission has expressly
addressed -- and rejected -- requests by Ameritech and others to extend the program access rules to
terrestrially-delivered programming. In its August 1998 order expanding the program access rules
in certain respects, the Commission concluded that reasonable questions had been raised regarding
its authority to extend the rules to terrestrially-distributed programming, and that even assuming it

had such authority, there is no basis at this time to extend the rules in this way:

13 Ameritech, p. 37, see also US WEST, pp. 45-47, Wireless Communications Association, pp. 13-
19.

12 Ameritech, pp. 37-38.
%5 1d. at 38.

126 Seren Innovations, p. 8.
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The record developed in this proceeding fails to establish that the conduct
complained of| i.e., moving the transmission of programming from satellite to
terrestrial delivery to avoid the program access rules, is significant and causing
demonstrative competitive harm at this time. The Commission has received
only two complaints against the same vertically-integrated programmer related
to moving the transmission of programming from satellite to terrestrial
delivery to avoid the program access rules. Where the record fails to indicate
a significant competitive problem, we are reluctant to promulgate general
rules prohibiting activity particularly where reasonable issues are raised
regarding the scope of the statutory language. In circumstances where anti-
competitive harm has not been demonstrated, we perceive no reason to
impose detailed rules on the movement of programming from satellite delivery
to terrestrial delivery that would unnecessarily inject the Commission into the
day-to-day business decisions of vertically-integrated programmers.'”’

Even more recently, the Cable Services Bureau held that the program access
provisions apply only to “satellite cable programming,” and not to programming that was
“previously” satellite-delivered or the “equivalent” of satellite cable programming.'* In so ruling, the
Cable Bureau reached several conclusions that dispose of the various contentions raised here:

0 "In enacting Section 628, Congress determined that while cable operators generally
must make available to competing MVPDs vertically integrated programming that is
satellite-delivered, they do not have a similar obligation with respect to programming
that is terrestrially-delivered. DIRECTV’s argument would have us find that it is
somehow unfair for a cable operator to move a programming service from satellite
delivery to terrestrial delivery if it means that a competing MVPD may no longer be
afforded access to the service. We find no evidence in Section 628 that Congress
intended such a result."'?

127 In the Matter of Implementation of the Cable Television Consumer Protection and Competition
Act of 1992, petition for Rulemaking of Ameritech New Media, Inc. Regarding Development of
Competition and Diversity in Video Programming Distribution and Carriage, 12 Comm. Reg. (P&F)

1296, at 71 (1998) (emphasis added) (citations omitted) (“Ameritech Program Access Order”).

122 See In the M fD TV, Inc_v. Comcast ration, et al., DA 98-2151 (released Oct.
27, 1998), at § 25.

129 14 at 9 32.
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o "Congress did not prohibit cable operators from delivering any particular type of
service terrestrially, did not prohibit cable operators from moving any particular
service from satellite to terrestrial delivery, and did not provide that program access
obligations remain with a programming service that has been so moved."'*°
0 "[While Section 628 (b)] remains . . . a clear repository of Commission jurisdiction
to adopt additional rules or to take additional action to accomplish statutory
objectives should additional types of conduct emerge as barriers to competition and
obstacles to the broader distnibution of satellite cable and broadcast programming],]
[i]t cannot . . . be converted into a tool that, on a per se basis, precludes cable
operators from exercising competitive choices that Congress deemed legitimate "'’
As both these recent decisions make clear, the Commission has already concluded that
there is no public policy basis to impose program access restrictions on terrestrially-distributed
programming at this time given the absence of evidence demonstrating a competitive problem.
Moreover, it is at best questionable whether the Commission even has the authority to impose such
a requirement even if it were otherwise inclined to do so.

Nothing about the proposed merger casts any doubt on the continued validity of these
conclusions. Indeed, in their unsuccessful effort to convince the Commission to extend the program
access rule to terrestrially-distributed programming, Ameritech and others made virtually identical

arguments based on the capacity of recently clustered and upgraded digital cable systems."** The

Commission properly rejected these claims because "anti-competitive harm has not been

130 Id
131 1d at 9 33.

32 Various parties argued that the increased clustering of cable systems has made it technically
feasible for cable operators to distribute national and regional programming services on a terrestrial
basis over their upgraded systems and that cable operators intend to use such terrestrial distribution

to evade the program access rules. See Ameritech Program Access Order at § 64 & nn.192-194
(citing comments of Ameritech, DIRECTV, Consumer Union, Bell Atlantic, and Wireless

Communications Association).

62



demonstrated."'*® The fact that Ameritech here cites AT&T’s and TCG’s fiber optic transmission
facilities, as opposed to the fiber optic transmission facilities of clustered cable systems, does not
change anything. Thus, even if the Commission should choose substantively to address Ameritech’s
requested condition in this proceeding (as it need not and should not), it should reject that proposal
for the same reasons it has twice rejected it in the past several months.**

b. The Commission should not impose Ameritech’s exclusivity
condition or Seren’s condition that TCI waive its exclusivity for
sports programming.

Having recently failed to convince the Commission to impose any significant additional
limits on programming exclusivity throughout the industry, Ameritech attempts to resuscitate its
efforts here. It urges the Commisston to restrict unilaterally AT&T/TCI's ability to compete by
requiring AT&T/TCI to waive any existing exclusive program arrangement and to forego all program
exclusivity for at least five years, regardless of whether the program access rules would otherwise
allow such arrangements. As noted above, because this Commission has just declined to expand the
reach of its program access rules, it should summarily reject Ameritech’s proposed condition here.

Ameritech provides no new legal or policy basis for its proposed outright ban on all

AT&T/TCI exclusivity arrangements, an outcome that is directly at odds with the approach taken by

133 Ameritech Program Access Order at § 71 (emphasis added).

* Rejection of Ameritech’s Terrestrial Condition would be especially warranted given that the Cable
Services Bureau has found that there may be legitimate business reasons why a cable operator decides
to distribute a program service on a terrestrial basis. See DIRECTV Program Access Order at 1 28,
32. In addition, extension of program access to non-satellite services could substantially reduce the
incentive of cable operators to produce local programming, contrary to well-established congressional
and Commission efforts to promote the development of such programming. See Comments of
Liberty Media Corp, filed in CS Docket No. 97-248, RM No. 9097 on Feb. 2, 1998, at 28-29.
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Congress in the Cable Act.”*® Ameritech's preoccupation with an all-out ban of programming
exclusivity fails to recognize that exclusive arrangements promote efficiencies including, among other
things, reduced transaction costs (e.g., dealing with only one distributor for a market) and the
elimination of promotional free-riding (creating incentives to promote programming more zealously
because the promotion benefits run to the distributor and not its competitors) -- efficiencies that the
Commission has itself recognized. '

Not only have the Commission and Congress recognized the efficiencies created by
programming exclusivity, numerous well-established, alternative MVPDs have done so as well, and
are increasingly using program exclusivity as a competitive weapon against cable. DIRECTV, for

example, recently signed a 3-year renewal of its exclusive "NFL Sunday Ticket," which gives it

135 See Ameritech, pp. 37-38. Ameritech misstates Congress' intent by claiming that such an
exclusivity ban will "secure the benefits of robust competition in TCI’s franchise areas, as Congress
intended, by providing new entrants access to essential video programming." See id. at 38 (emphasis
added). Contrary to Ameritech’s assertion, an outright ban on all exclusive programming is not at
all what Congress intended. See, e.g., 47 U.S.C. § 548(c)(2)(C),(D) (permitting exclusivity under all
circumstances when there is no vertical integration; and permitting exclusivity for vertically integrated
programmers in served areas if found to be in the public interest).

% See Amendment of Parts 73 and 76 of the Commission’s Rules Relating to Program Exclusivity
in the Cable and Broadcast Industries, 3 FCC Rcd 5299, at § 66 (1988) ("exclusivity is a normal

competitive tool, useful and appropriate for all sectors of the industry, including cable as well as
broadcasting. Exclusivity enhances the ability of the market to meet consumer demands in the most
efficient way; this is a sufficient reason for allowing all media the same rights to enter into and enforce
exclusive contracts"); Program Access Order, 8 FCC Rcd 3359, at § 65 (1993) ("we recognize that
there may well be circumstances in which exclusivity could be shown to meet the public interest test,
especially when the launch of local origination programming is involved that may rely heavily on
exclusivity to generate financial support due to its more limited appeal to a specific regional market");
1d. ("1t is possible that local or regional news channels could be economically unfeasible absent an
exclusivity agreement"); New England Cable News, CSR-4190-P, Memorandum Opinion and Order,
9 FCC Rced 3231, at 1 37 (1994) (exclusive carriage of a start-up regional venture held appropriate
for a vertically integrated MSO "due to the regional nature and limited distribution potential of" the
programming at issue)

64



exclusive rights to a package of Sunday NFL programming.'”’ In addition, DIRECTV has recently
obtained the exclusive rights to (i) an NCAA college basketball package, (i1) a weekly half-hour music
magazine series, and (iii) original television movies and television series in association with Action
Adventure Network -- none of which is available to cable operators.'*®

These competitors aggressively promote their exclusive arrangements, and the cable
industry’s lack of access to such programming, in their marketing. DIRECTYV, for example, has
touted its offer of sports programming "not available on cable” from every major professional league,
such as “NFL Sunday Ticket," "MLB Extra Innings," "NHL Center Ice," and "NBA League Pass."
Of its "NFL Sunday Ticket" package, DIRECTV declares, "You won’t find this subscription, or this

many regular season NFL games, on cable or any other mini-dish service -- no matter what the

competition says."'*®

Given this competitive backdrop, the Commission should reject Amentech's proposal

to single AT&T/TCI out and inhibit its ability to compete by eliminating its right to maintain

137 E. Wallison, “TCI’s Hindery Lashes Out at Fledgling Cable Rivals,” The Hollywood Reporter
(Oct. 9, 1997).

1% See J. Dempsey, "WB Pay TV Plays Music," Daily Variety, at 39 (Dec. 11, 1997); "DIRECTV
Agreement with Action Adventure Network Marks Entry into Original First-Run Entertainment,"”
Business Wire (Nov. 12, 1997); K. Amos, "Channeling a Continuing Look at the Best and Worst of
Sports Viewing," The Sporting News, at 4 (Nov. 10, 1997); “Channel Earth is on the Air with Sony’s
Digital Solutions,” Business Wire (Nov. 6, 1997). See also T. Ulmstead, "DIRECTYV, NFL Extend
Carriage Deal," Multichannel News, at 28 (Oct. 20, 1998). Similarly, USSB late last year announced
that it entering into an exclusive arrangement with Don King Productions to air major boxing events.
See "Overset: Television and Radio," Media Daily, September 12, 1997

13 See http://www.directv.com/programming/index html. Of its "ESPN Full Court" package,
DIRECTYV says, "Watch hundreds of out-of-market NCAA Division I college basketball games. See
games not available on cable or local TV from the BIG TEN, Big XII, Big East, SEC, ACC, WAC,
Atlantic 10, Conference USA, Missouri Valley, Ohio Valley, Sun Belt, and others. See
http://www directv.com/sports/index.html.
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exclusivity with program services not covered by the rules. AT&T/TCI reiterate that after the merger,
Liberty will continue to be subject to the program access rules, including the significant restrictions
on exclusivity.!*® Ameritech has simply failed to support limiting AT&T/TCI's program exclusivity
beyond the program access rules that apply throughout the industry.

The Commission should similarly reject the request by Seren Innovations, Inc. that
approval of the merger be conditioned upon TCI's waiver of its exclusivity with all popular sports
programming, such as Midwest Sports Channel.'*' Midwest Sports Channel is clearly not covered
by the program access rules because it is not vertically integrated with any cable operator.'*? Given
the increasingly aggressive use of exclusivity by TCI’s largely non-regulated competitors, especially
in securing exclusive sports programming and using these exclusive arrangements to compete for
subscribers, AT&T/TCI respectfully submit that there is no sound public policy basis to justify
Seren’s proposal to interfere in the programming market and require TCI to waive, across-the board,

all of its bargained-for sports programming exclusivity arrangements.'*

10 TCI has only a limited number of exclusivity agreements for services not covered by the program
access rules. Out of the over 170 national satellite cable programming services that currently exist,
TCI has established exclusive arrangements with only two -- Fox News and The Game Channel.

141" See Seren Innovations, Inc. Petition to Deny at 8.

2 See id. at 7 (“Because [Midwest Sports Channel] is not vertically-integrated, it is not covered by
the existing program access statutes.").

143 Moreover, TCI has been entirely reasonable with its competitors in voluntarily relinquishing
exclusivity in certain cases, even though it was under no obligation to do so under the program access
rules. For example, TCI voluntarily waived its exclusive rights to the Chicago Cubs baseball games
carried on CLTYV, a local service in the Chicago area, which was a matter of particular interest to
Ameritech. AT&T/TCI will continue to review requests to relinquish exclusivity for services not
covered by the program access rules on a case-by-case basis and to act reasonably and responsibly
in this area.
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c. The Commission should not impose Ameritech's restructuring
condition.

Ameritech’s proposal to have AT&T submit any proposed restructuring of Liberty to
the Commission for public comment and approval is as absurd as it is groundless. As an initial matter,
unless such restructurings implicated a transfer or assignment of an FCC license, the Commission has
neither a need nor the authority to conduct such a pre-approval process.

Equally important, such a process would impose significant administrative burdens
both on AT&T/Liberty and on the Commission’s limited staff with no corresponding public interest
benefit. There is nothing about this merger which makes such a process justified or sensible. If
Liberty were restructured in the future and an MVPD felt that the restructured company was
discriminating against it, the proper and more efficient forum for addressing this issue would be a
program access complaint. The Commission staff has addressed these issues in the past and in such
a context, the staff could make a more accurate determination based on established facts rather than
on proposed corporate transactions.'* Ameritech has offered no basis to justify a departure from this
established procedure. In short, the Commission should conclude here as it has elsewhere that "[i]n

circumstances where anticompetitive harm has not been demonstrated, we perceive no reason to . . .

14 See e.g., Ech mmunication _v. Fox/Liberty Networks, et al., DA 98-730 (rel. Apr.
17, 1998), at 91 17-18 (finding that corporate restructuring of FX which caused FX to become a
vertically integrated satellite cable programmer subjected all of FX’s exclusive contracts to the

program access rules); Consumer Satellite Systems, Inc_v. Lifetime Television, DA 94-705 (rel. June

27, 1994) (dismissing program access complaint and noting that Lifetime had restructured its
ownership and was no longer a vertically integrated programmer).
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unnecessarily inject the Commission into the day-to-day business decisions of vertically-integrated

programmers. "'

B. Digital Broadcast Carriage Issues

1. The Commission Should Reject NAB’s Proposed Condition Regarding
the Mandatory Carriage of Digital Broadcast Signals.

NAB asks the Commission to require AT&T/TCI, as a condition of merger approval,
to carry all digital signals of local broadcasters in the markets in which they operate upgraded cable
systems. The Commission should summarily reject NAB’s proposed condition.

This is clearly not an appropriate proceeding in which to consider the broad public
policy issues raised in its comments on the proposed merger. The Commission currently has an open
rulemaking proceeding directly addressing this issue,'* and has consistently declined to consider in
merger proceedings matters "that are the subject of other proceedings before the Commission because

the public interest would be better served by addressing the matter in the broader proceeding of

n147

general applicability.

Moreover, even if the merits of NAB's request were properly at issue, the Commission
should reject the proposed condition. As noted above and in other Commussion filings, TCI is

committed to providing a competitive service in the market with programming that its customers

145 Ameritech Program Access Qrder at § 71.
146 See Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, Carriage ofthe Transmssions of Digital Television

Broadcast, CS Docket No. 98-120, (released July 10, 1998)

147 Memorandum Opinion and Order, In re Applications for Consent to the Transfer of Control of

Licens ection 214 Authorizations from Southern New England Telecommunications

Corporation, Transferor To SBC Communications, Inc., Transferee, CC Docket. No. 98-25, at § 29

(rel. Oct. 23, 1998).
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value. To that end, TCI is currently engaged in digital carriage discussions with several broadcast
groups and expects to finalize DTV carriage agreements in the not too distant future.'*® Given that
the overwhelming majority of broadcasters are not expected to commence DTV broadcasts until May
1, 2002, there is no reason for the Commission to act now and intervene in the marketplace,
especially given the grave questions raised by TCI and others regarding the Commission's statutory
and constitutional authority to require digital must carry during the transition to DTV .'¥
Finally, contrary to NAB’s assertion, expanded channel capacity achieved through
system upgrades provides no basis for affording preferred status to broadcasters’ digital feeds during
the DTV transition period. Even in upgraded systems, an across-the-board obligation could deprive
consumers of innovative and diverse video and non-video services they would otherwise receive in
a competitive market.'*® If broadcasters offer DTV programming that consumers want to see, the
cable industry will respond to that demand and make the arrangements to carry that programming.
2, CEMA'’s Proposal to Condition the Merger on Commitments Related to
the Pass Through and Conversion of all Digital Broadcast Signals Should
also be Rejected.
For the same reasons, the Commission should also reject the conditions proposed by

the Consumer Electronics Manufacturers Association (“CEMA”), which, like NAB, seeks to have

various extraneous DTV carriage obligations (including digital pass through and analog conversion)

148 See "Hindery Sees DTV Deals Before Fall,” Broadcasting & Cable, July 27, 1998, at 36.

¥ See, e.g., Comments of TCL, filed in CS Docket No. 98-120 (Oct. 23. 1998); Comments of Time
Warner Cable, filed in CS Docket No. 98-120 (Oct. 23, 1998), at 8-53; Comments of MediaOne
Group, Inc,, filed in CS Docket No. 98-120 (Oct, 23, 1998), at 26-46.

1% See Comments of MediaOne Group, Inc. filed in CS Docket No. 98-120 (Oct, 23, 1998), at 23-
26.
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imposed on AT&T/TCI. CEMA's equally transparent attempt to circumvent the Commission's
separate proceeding addressing cable carriage of digital broadcast signals should also be summarily
rejected. '

CEMA proposes that the Commission place two conditions on the merger, namely that
the digital customer terminal have the capability to: 1) pass through all digital formats used by
broadcasters; and 2) convert all such formats to analog. TCI already has made its position on both
issues clear. The combined AT&T/TCI will have the same position.'*

With regard to the pass through of digital broadcast formats, TCI has stated that its
advanced digital customer terminals will be able to pass through all digital formats for customers with
digital TV receivers, including the 720p and 1080i formats.'*® With regard to the conversion of digital
broadcast signals to analog format, TCI has stated that its advanced digital customer terminals will

have enough memory and processing power to convert a 480p signal at 24 or 30 frames per second

151 CEMA’s justification for addressing this proposal in this proceeding is frivolous. After asserting
that TCI’s leadership in the cable industry makes TCI influential on the issue of carriage of digital
broadcast signals, CEMA simply asserts that TCI "will exercise even more influence when and if it
is merged with AT&T, which is the nation’s largest domestic and international long distance carrier."
CEMA, p.3 CEMA offers no explanation of how AT&T’s long distance telephony business will
increase TCI’s influence on the carriage of digital broadcast signals. In fact, the merger will not affect
such carriage at all because AT&T does not compete in the distribution of video programming. As
a result, the merger will not increase TCI’s ownership of cable systems or its influence over the
development of digital broadcasting.

32 In its comments, CEMA mischaracterizes a sentence from the question and answer period in a
congressional hearing in an attempt to enlarge TCI’s position on the conversion of digital broadcast
formats to analog. CEMA improperly states that TCI has said that it would “convert to [analog] all
formats used by broadcasters." CEMA, p. 1; see also id., pp. 4, 6.

1% See Testimony of Leo J. Hindery, Jr. before the House Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade and Consumer Protection (April 23, 1998), at 6.
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(NTSC frame rate) and a 720p signal at 24 frames per second (film rate) for display on today’s analog

TVs.'**

In testimony before the House Telecommunications Subcommittee, TCI also clearly
stated that “[bJased on the demands of the marketplace, the conversion of other HDTV formats for
display on analog TVs remains possible with the addition of more processing power and memory to
our digital customer terminals."'** Thus, while TCI's advanced digital customer terminals could be
made to convert 1080i to analog as well, to do so would require that additional memory and
processing power be added, additions that would increase the cost of the terminals.'*

TCI has not committed to include the ability to convert 1080i to analog in its digital
customer terminals because the broadcast industry has not yet determined the format which it will use
to broadcast digital signals. Naturally, TCI does not want to incur the additional costs for conversion

of 1080i to analog, costs that ultimately would be borne by consumers, unless and until 1080i becomes

the broadcast standard. TCI has said, however, that if 10801 does become the de facto broadcast

standard, it is prepared to build into its advanced digital customer terminals the ability to convert that

format to analog.

154 1d. at 7.

155 Id. This statement is consistent with TCI’s overall approach to the conversion from analog to
digital broadcasting.

136 TCI has consistently sought to provide digital customer terminals to its customers without
excessive costs. In the hearing that CEMA references in its comments, Subcommittee Chairman
Tauzin similarly expressed serious concern about the cost of the terminals. See Statement of Rep.
Tauzin in Hearing of the Telecommunications, Trade and Consumer Protection Subcommittee of the
House Commerce Committee on High Definition Television, April 23, 1998, Reported in Federal
News Service, April 23, 1998, at 35 ("[I]t’s a great concern that the cost of these boxes come
down.. . .").
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Rather than trying to force a regulatory solution -- particularly one that will increase
costs for consumers -- the Commission should allow the marketplace to settle this complicated
question. Given the complex and highly technical trade-offs involving technology, cost, quality, and
spectrum efficiency, the transition to digital TV is quintessentially a situation for marketplace
resolution. It is both inappropriate and unnecessary for the Commission to adopt the conditions
proposed by CEMA, especially at this very early stage of the transition to DTV.

C. Cable Prices

Two commenters suggest that the Commission impose cost allocation rules on
AT&T/TCI to prevent cable customers from subsidizing AT&T/TCI’s entry into local telephony.'”’

The Commission should also reject this proposed condition.

17 See Consumers Union, pp. 7-10, U S WEST, pp. 37-41. Even assuming the Commission had the
authority to impose such cross-subsidy rules, it is unclear on what basis it could justify doing so solely
to AT&T/TCI in the context of this merger proceeding given that the very same issue is presented
every time any cable system is upgraded to deliver video and non-video services.

On this score, TCI's rate increases have been quite reasonable. This year, for example, TCI’s
average price increase was only 3.9%. In addition, TCI has implemented prices for regulated cable
services and equipment below the “maximum permitted” level established under Commission
regulations. TCI’s limited price increases are attributable in large part to competition from DBS,
telco overbuilders, SMATVs, MMDS, and other MVPDs. In the last five years, DBS subscribership
has grown at an average annual rate of over 100%. In the last 12 months alone, DBS subscribership
grew 43% -- nearly 31 times as great as cable’s growth rate in the last year. The DBS industry now
serves over 7.6 million subscribers, or over 10% of all MVPD subscribers nationwide. Provision of
video service by telcos is also growing steadily. For example, Ameritech has been authorized to serve
more than 2.5 million homes; BellSouth has received cable franchises to serve over 1.2 million homes;
the Southern New England Telephone Company, which has been acquired by SBC, has begun cable
service and has plans to serve the entire state of Connecticut.

This growing and irreversible competition is both the basis for Congress’ decision to sunset upper-
tier rate regulation as of March 31, 1999 and a further independent reason why AT&T/TCI will be
constrained from engaging in the type of inappropriate cross-subsidization suggested by Consumers
Union and others.
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Contrary to these commenters' assertions, AT&T has a compelling economic interest
in restraining cable prices. AT&T's primary objective of the merger is to maximize its direct access
to customer households in order to increase its ability to market competing local telephony and other
services to those households. Embarking on an aggressive strategy to raise cable prices would clearly
reduce the probability that a consumer would subscribe to (or maintain a subscription to)
AT&T/TCT’s cable service, thereby reducing AT&T’s access to the home for the sale of telephony

and other non-video services. Thus, the merger will actually increase, rather than decrease,

AT&T/TCIs sensitivity to cable prices.'*
D. Cable Inside Wiring And Navigation Device Rules

U S WEST asks the Commission to condition its approval of the merger on
AT&T/TCT’s willingness to be subject to the cable inside wiring and navigation device rules, even
if these rules are overturned by the courts on appeal.'”® The Commission should waste no time
rejecting this proposed condition. After the merger, AT&T/TCI, like all other cable operators, will
comply with the Commission’s rules on cable inside wiring and navigation devices. However, it is
absurd to suggest that once a court determines that, for whatever reason, a set of Commission rules
are impermussible, a single entity in the industry should continue to have to comply with suc;h nullified

requirements. This is particularly true in this case given that U S WEST does not even suggest, let

' Consumers Union suggests that even though Congress has required that upper-tier rate regulation
cease as of March 31, 1999, the Commission may implement such cross-subsidy rate rules based on
its enduring evasion authority under Section 623(h). See Consumers Union, p. 9. But this is clearly
incorrect. Section 623(h) provides the Commission with authority to adopt rules to prevent evasions
"of the requirements of [cable rate regulation]." Once upper-tier rate regulation sunsets, there is
nothing for the cable operator to "evade," and thus also no enduring evasion authority under Section
623(h) with respect to upper-tier rates.

159 See U S WEST, pp. 47-48.
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alone offer any evidence, that AT&T/TCI have acted improperly with respect to either of these sets
of rules, such that their continued application to AT&T/TCI could somehow be viewed as uniquely

warranted.

VL. THE MERGER WILL HAVE NO ADVERSE EFFECTS |IN
TELECOMMUNICATIONS MARKETS AT ALL, MUCH LESS ADVERSE
EFFECTS THAT COULD OUTWEIGH THE ENORMOUS PUBLIC INTEREST
BENEFITS THE MERGER WILL BRING TO THOSE SAME MARKETS.

Although the public interest benefits in bringing substantially increased competition
to telecommunications markets are both powerful and undisputed (see supra Section II), a few
commenters claim that the merger also will have other, adverse effects in telecommunications
markets. These claims fall into three categories. First, some commenters express concerns about the
potential violation of Section 20.6 of the FCC's rules, 47 C.F.R. § 20.6, caused by the aggregation
of spectrum caused by AT&T's ownership of AT&T Wireless, Inc., and TCI's ownership interest in
Sprint's PCS ventures. Second, some commenters contend that AT&T-TCI will be able to engage
in unlawful tying arrangements, or otherwise obtain unfair competitive advantages by providing
consumers with combined packages of services. Third, Sprint contends that the merger may
disadvantage interexchange competition because it could have an adverse effect on the availability
of alternative sources of exchange access.

None of these claims provide any basis for disapproving the merger. With respect to
wireless service, as the Applicants have indicated, AT&T and TCI are willing to place TCI's
ownership interest in Sprint's PCS ventures in a trust arrangement pending an orderly disposition of
some or all of that interest that takes into account the need for TCI to honor its agreements with

Sprint and for Sprint to raise capital from the public markets as necessary to build out its network and

compete with AT&T in the provision of wireless services. The remaining claims of adverse effects
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are entirely groundless. AT&T and TCI have no intention to engage in unlawful tying arrangements,
but do hope to be able to provide consumers with packages of services as well as individual services
-- options whose availability will manifestly benefit consumers. And contrary to Sprint's claims, the
merger plainly will help spur exchange access competition, not inhibit it.

A. AT&T Will Come Into Compliance With The Requirements Of Section 20.6 At

The Time Of The Consummation Of The Merger Through The Use Of A Trust

Arrangement Acceptable To The Commission.

As AT&T and TCI acknowledged in the Application, TCI currently holds interests
in Sprint's personal communications service ("PCS") ventures that, when combined with the PCS and
cellular interests held by AT&T Wireless, Inc., would result in a violation of Section 20.6 of the
FCC's rules, 47 CFR. § 20.6 (the "Spectrum Cap").'® AT&T and TCI indicated, however, that
Sprint has commenced implementation of a restructuring. Following such restructuring, TCI's
interest in the Sprint PCS ventures will be represented by shares of Sprint PCS "tracking stock.”
When completed, the Sprint restructuring will reduce TCI's interest in the Sprint PCS ventures to a
23.8 percent equity interest representing approximately 2 percent of the voting power of the
outstanding Sprint PCS stock.' In the Application, AT&T and TCI indicated that they would bring
themselves into compliance with the Spectrum Cap, depending on the timing of Sprint's res‘tructuring
and the consummation of the merger of AT&T and TCI, either by having TCI's ownership interest
in the Sprint PCS ventures, which will be held by Liberty Media Group, diluted below the 20 percent

ownership equity limit, or by placing the Sprint PCS stock in a trust acceptable to the FCC.

10 Application at 27-30.

'*! Under the terms and conditions of the restructuring and a proposed subsequent public offering,
TCI's Sprint PCS equity interest would be further reduced to approximately 21 percent.
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Three commenters have addressed the potential violation of the FCC's Spectrum Cap
and the proposal by AT&T and TCI to come into compliance with the Spectrum Cap, requesting that
AT&T and TCI make their plan more definite by clanfying the method they will use to come into
compliance with the Spectrum Cap.'®* US WEST also seeks the imposition of certain conditions on
the roaming policies of AT&T Wireless, Inc.'®

Consistent with the Application, AT&T and TCI plan to place Liberty Media Group's
interest in the Sprint PCS ventures into a trust arrangement that will have been submitted to, and
approved by, the FCC and the Department of Justice ("DOJ"). The implementation of the trust
arrangement approved by the FCC concurrent with the consummation of the merger will prevent a
violation of the Spectrum Cap. The use of the trust arrangement will be particularly effective given
the independent management and separate stockholder groups of Liberty Media Group and the

AT&T Common Stock Group.'*

162 See SBC, pp. 16-22; Sprint, pp. 4-9; US WEST, pp. 50-51.

13 See US WEST, pp. 50-51. US WEST requests that AT&T Wireless be required to provide
roaming on nondiscriminatory terms and conditions and provide roaming resale at the same rate
AT&T offers to its own end-user customers. :

'%* " As described in the Application at 11-13 and 29, the Liberty Media Group will hold the financial
interest in Sprint's PCS venture, while AT&T's Common Stock Group (or AT&T Consumer Services
Company) will hold and manage AT&T's interest in AT&T Wireless. Regardless of whether the
separate tracking stocks and separate management of these Groups do not require common
attribution under the Spectrum Cap, given the use of the trust arrangement, the separation provides
an added measure of protection against collusion with Sprint or any desire to benefit AT&T Wireless
with a sale of a large block of Sprint PCS stock. First, the management of AT&T Wireless will not
communicate with the management of Liberty Media Group regarding any remaining investment by
Liberty Media Group in the Sprint PCS venture except as required to complete necessary regulatory
filings. Second, the management of Liberty Media Group would not be serving the interests of the
holders of its separate tracking stock if they deflated the price of the Sprint PCS stock in order to

benefit AT&T Wireless, when the financial performance of AT&T Wireless did not directly benefit
(continued...)
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AT&T and TCI, however, oppose the conditions that US WEST seeks to impose on
roaming arrangements in connection with the adoption of the trust arrangement.'®® US WEST cites
no authority for the proposition that it is appropriate to condition an application seeking Commission
consent to the transfer of control of TCI's FCC licenses on offering nondiscriminatory terms and
conditions for roaming on AT&T's CMRS systems, and no such precedent exists. The Commission
has not imposed any such obligations in the notes accompanying its Spectrum Cap providing for
nonattributable interests, 47 C.F.R. § 20.6,'® nor has it imposed any such condition in any order
approving a transfer of control or assignment of a license. The use of the trust arrangement proposed
here, and any necessary orderly disposition of TCI's interest in the Sprint PCS stock, sufficiently
eliminate the ability and incentive of the management of both wireless companies to use roaming

agreements in an anticompetitive manner.'®’

B. Commenters' Claims Regarding The Provision Of Service Packages Are
Meritless.

164 (_..continued)
Liberty Media Group tracking stock shareholders.

165 See US WEST, p. 51.

1% Any general action on the rules governing roaming agreements, urged by US WEST, AT&T, or
any other carrier are better accomplished in a rulemaking of general inquiry that is applicable to all
carriers and the subject of comment by all interested parties. See supra Section I. Here, for example,
any condition affecting Sprint's PCS authorizations and systems would be inappropriate because
Sprint's PCS authorizations are not the subject of the pending application.

'” Finally, US WEST's request that the FCC mandate that AT&T Wireless, Inc., provide for roaming
resale to third parties at the same rate that AT&T offers to its own end-user customers is unjustified.
US WEST has not stated, much less shown, how the requested condition is required to alleviate any
alleged problem posed by the merger. US WEST's request is devoid of any precedent supporting the
such a condition, and its request for such a condition therefore should be denied.
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Some of the commenters contend that the merger would enable AT&T-TCI "to
engage in the unlawful tying of services” by forcing its customers to purchase "tied" telephone and
cable service.'® This claim can be easily dismissed. Insofar as the commenters are concerned, as they
assert, that the merged entity might in the future engage in conduct that violates the antitrust laws,
not only is there no basis for such speculation, but any merger condition that requires AT&T and TCI
to commit to comply with those laws would simply (and needlessly) duplicate legal obligations by
which the parties are already bound. In all events, AT&T and TCI commit to having all their
telephony services available on a stand-alone basis. The focus of this merger is on making more
choices available to customers, not less.

Towards that end, AT&T and TCI do hope in the future to make packages of cable
and telecommunications services available to their customers in addition to individualized services
-- as at least one of these commenters concedes is and should be permitted.'® GTE, however,
appears to contend that the offering of such consumer-oriented services itself somehow represents
a public interest detriment rather than a benefit of the merger. It argues (GTE, pp. 18-32) that
AT&T-TCI will thereby be able to dominate an "emerging bundled services market" by providing
packages of cable services, local telephony, and long distance services and by offering ;:onsumers

forms of "one-stop shopping" that GTE says it cannot.

' See GTE, pp. 40-41; see also Sprint, pp. 21-22; U S WEST, p. ii; MCI/WorldCom, p. 10.

1 See MCI/WorldCom, p. 12 ("MCLI/WorldCom does not contend that AT&T/TCI should be
prohibiting [sic] from selling a package of all or some of these services to consumers who voluntarily
choose to purchase each of them from AT&T/TCIL. Nor does MCI/WorldCom take the position that
AT&T/TCI should be prohibited from providing cost-based discounts to consumers who voluntarily
choose to purchase more than one of its services").
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GTE's argument is particularly ironic. GTE has obtained enormous and improper
advantages since the enactment of the 1996 Telecommunications Act by resisting opening its local
markets to competition and taking advantage of its resulting position as the only carrier in its regions
able to offer customers a combined package of local and long-distance telephony. In light of its
continued bottleneck control over local telephony, its assertions (p. 32) that "[t]he emerging bundled
services market is competitive; no service provider or class of providers can exercise market power"
-- and that this merger will "impede" the competition that purportedly exists in that "market" (p. 18)
-- has it exactly backwards. To the contrary, this merger provides the best prospects of opening to
competition the local exchange markets, and any "bundled services markets" that include local
telephony, which GTE and other incumbent LECs have kept so tightly closed.

In all events, GTE's argument here is baseless. To begin with, the Commission does
not currently analyze mergers by reference to a "bundled services market." As the Commission
reaffirmed two months ago, while such a market may emerge in the future, it does not exist today.'™
And that fact underscores one of the most obvious reasons why GTE's concern that AT&T-TCI will
be able to provide a unique package of cable and telephony services is groundless.

The reality is that AT&T and TCI cannot offer a package of cable and‘telephony
services today, and will not be able to offer such a package over cable facilities the day after this
merger is consummated. To the contrary, it will take time and resources before the upgrades to TCI's

facilities will be completed and AT&T-TCI will be able to offer the local telephony component of

170 See MCI/WorldCom Order, § 22 n.60 ("Although we have determined that these four services
[domestic long distance, international long distance, Internet backbone, and local exchange and

exchange access services] are the only services relevant to the instant proceeding, we expect that
bundled service may, in the future, become a distinct and relevant product market").
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such a package. In that same time period, GTE, if it wishes to offer comparable packages, can
likewise invest resources in developing video programming services. Indeed, Ameritech, for one, has
chosen to invest in such ventures; "[1]t appears that LECs will adopt different approaches depending
on their varying business strategies";'”" and the statute includes provisions affirmatively designed to
encourage such investments.!”? If, as GTE contends (pp. 23-25), packaged offerings would be
popular with customers, then a merger that creates competition in the provision of such packages by
enabling AT&T and TCI to offer them, and by spurring GTE and other carriers to create comparable
packages themselves, will powerfully serve the public interest. See MCI/WorldCom Order, § 9
(public interest analysis includes assessment of whether the merger will "result in the provision of new

or additional services to consumers").!”

"' See Fourth Annual Report, Annual Assessment of the Status of Competition in Markets for the
Delivery of Video Programming, 13 FCC Red. 1034, § 119 (1998).

12 See, e.g., 47 U.S.C. § 573 (open video systems); 47 U.S.C. § 541(a)(1) ("a franchising authority
may not grant an exclusive franchise and may not unreasonably refuse to award an additional
competitive franchise"). At the same time, although it has extensively amended the cable laws in
recent years, Congress has not, in contrast to its treatment of cable telephony, adopted any "cable
resale" requirement. If the Commission were ever to consider the far-reaching suggestions of two
commenters that it adopt such a requirement as a regulatory matter, it could properly do-so only in
a rulemaking proceeding in which the entire industry could participate, in which a complete record
could be compiled, in which the important issues of law, policy, and statutory authority could be fully
explored on a complete record, and in which any resulting rules could be applied to all market
participants. See SBC, p. 14; US WEST, pp. 31-32.

' U S WEST's comparable complaint (p. 14) that it cannot offer a full package of services because
Section 271 presently bars it from providing in-region long distance services likewise describes a
situation that is wholly of U S WEST's own making and that is within U S WEST's power to change.

See Memorandum Opinion and Order, Application of BellSouth Corporation, BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc., and BellSouth Long Distance, Inc., for Provision of In-Region

Inter ATA Services in Louisiana, CC Docket No. 98-121, p. 9 (October 13, 1998) ("BOCs hold the
keys of their success with respect to section 271 approval in their own hands"). If this merger

provides U S WEST and other BOCs with further incentives to satisfy the market-opening
(continued...)
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C. The Merger Will Promote, Not Impede, Exchange Access Competition.

Sprint claims that the merger between AT&T and TCI will create a vertically
integrated entity with "ability to adversely affect competition in the downstream residential mass
market,"and that the merger therefore "may have serious anticompetitive effects."'’* It is surprising
that Sprint -- which itself already enjoys the vertical integration that it challenges here -- would make
this claim. At any rate, its claim is baseless.

As the Commission has long recognized, “[v]ertical effects that harm competition
generally depend on the vertically integrated firm possessing market power in an upstream ‘input’
market.”'”> That is because it is such market power that would allow the combined firm to “harm
consumers through increases in prices, decreases in quality, or a reduction in alternatives in end-user
markets.” Id. TCI, however, is a new entrant that is seeking to provide local exchange and exchange
access services in competition with the existing LEC monopolists. There can be no serious claim
therefore that TCI's future alternative access facilities will give it market power in “upstream” local
exchange or exchange access markets. Rather, it is only the incumbent LECs that possess such
market power. That should be the end of the matter with respect to the potential adverse vertical

effects analysis.

173 (_..continued)
requirements of the Communications Act in order to obtain interLATA authority, that will provide

yet another public interest benefit of the transaction.

1% Sprint, pp. 10, 14.

'” See Memorandum Opinion and Order, Merger of MCI Communications Corp. and British

Telecommunications PLC, 12 FCC cd. 15351 (1997), § 154 (emphasis added).
81




Sprint's analysis likewise ignores that once AT&T/TCI begin providing
telecommunications services, it will be fully subject to the Section 201 and Section 202 prohibitions
against unreasonable practices and unreasonable discrimination, as well as the Section 251(a) and
Section 251(b) interconnection and dialing parity requirements. More fundamentally, following the
merger, AT&T will remain predominantly a long distance carrier. It will continue to desire access
to local networks and exchange access facilities around the country on favorable terms and it will
continue to have every incentive to increase pressure on access charges, AT&T’s single highest long
distance input cost. With $45 billion in long distance revenue compared to only $500 million in local
revenues, it will remain in AT&T’s best interest for the foreseeable future to continue applying
downward pressure on access rates.

Moreover, it is difficult to imagine how the merged companies could profitably employ
the strategy posited by Sprint. Sprint ignores that TCI does not control any bottleneck exchange
access facilities. All of TCI’s local facilities are subject to direct competition from one or more
incumbent local exchange carriers, competitive access providers, and competitive local exchange
carriers. If TCI attempted to limit its customers’ long distance choices, it would not only forego
access revenues, but also lose end-user customers to competing access providers that di-d not limit
customer choice in that manner. AT&T could not hope to make up these losses in the long distance
market, because in every case its long distance competitors could make alternative access

arrangements. '’

176 The same cannot be said of most customers served by incumbents such as Sprint, which continue
to be the sole access providers to many locations.
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In short, Applicants will have strong economic incentives to encourage maximum
utilization of their network facilities, in order to have as large a market as possible from which to
recover their operating costs. Indeed, because AT&T’s and Sprint’s incentives with respect to access
are largely aligned, the proposed merger should, if anything, enhance Sprint’s access to competitive
access facilities by increasing TCI’s financial resources and allowing it to build more such facilities.

In all events, if at some point in the future AT&T engages in any telecommunications
service practice that Sprint believes is unreasonably discriminatory (or otherwise unlawful), it can ask
the Commission to investigate that practice and, if appropriate, devise a remedy, in the context of a
section 208 complaint. It is precisely that authority that has led the Commission recently to reject
similar across-the-board restrictions on competitive access providers. See Access Charge Reform
Order 4 363 (“if an access provider’s service offerings violate section 201 or section 202 of the
Communications Act, we can address the issue . . . through the exercise of our authority to
investigate and adjudicate complaints under section 208”).

In this regard, Sprint further complains that "AT&T's provision of local service can
be expected to increase over time and [] AT&T . . . will have monopoly control over the provision
of access to its own local subscribers."'”’ Spnnt itself concedes, however, that that form ot: "control”
is possessed by every "other local carrier”" as well -- including Sprint. To the extent therefore that
Sprint is concerned about the ability of LECs to charge excessive access prices and to seek to impose

those charges on IXCs,'” that concern can, and should, be addressed in an industry-wide

177 See Sprint, p. 16.

178 See Sprint p. 17.
83



proceeding.'™ Sprint's concerns, however, provide no basis whatsoever for denying or conditioning
the requested license transfer.

Indeed, the AT&T-TCI merger presents , if anything, even lower risk of vertical
integration dangers than the AT&T-TCG merger that the Commission recently approved, and in
which it rejected precisely this very claim. See Memorandum Opinion and Order, § 42,
AT&T/Teleport Merger, FCC 98-169 (released July 23, 1998). At the time AT&T acquired TCG,
TCG was already actively providing exchange access services. Sprint there argued that the merger
involved the acquisition of an existing competitive access provider. By contrast, TCI is at most a
potential future entrant into the market for exchange and exchange access service. That is why the
most Sprint will say is that "if properly configured, cable facilities provide a possible alternative . .
. for the provision of local and exchange access services."'® Sprint ignores, however, that TCI would
be unlikely to enter the local exchange market on any nontrivial basis unless its merger with AT&T
is approved. The net effect of this merger, therefore, will be to increase, not decrease, the

competitiveness of the exchange access market.

'™ See, e.g., AT&T's Petition for Declaratory Ruling, Interexchange Carrier Purchases of Switched
Access Service Offered by Competitive Local Exchange Carriers.

180 See Sprint, p. 11 (emphasis added).
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VL. THE MERGER DOES NOT VIOLATE SECTION 652(a) IN ANY AREA OF THE
COUNTRY.

GTE briefly asserts that the AT&T/TCI merger would violate Section 652(a) of the
Communications Act in certain unspecified areas of the country. Section 652(a) prohibits certain
acquisitions by local exchange carriers of cable operators that are "providing cable service within the
local exchange carrier's telephone service area."'®' The Act defines "telephone service area” as "the
area within which such carrier provided telephone exchange service as of January 1, 1993 "'® GTE
states that this merger would violate Section 652(a) because GTE “believes that TCG, which AT&T
recently acquired, provided telephone exchange service in certain TCI markets [as of January 1,
1993]."#

GTE's belief is mistaken, and it has also misconstrued the statute. Each of these errors
independently establishes that its Section 652(a) claim is invalid.

First, notwithstanding GTE's unsupported contrary belief, TCG's first reciprocal
compensation agreement (with New York Telephone) was not signed until June 1994, and thus TCG
did not obtain peer status as a local exchange carrier until that date. The only local switched services
TCG provided as of January 1, 1993 were through the resale of NYNEX dial tone services in New
York City, but since New York City is not within the service area of any TCI cable system the statute
is not implicated at all. Thus even under GTE's view of the law, that disposes of GTE's claim.

Second, and in any event, GTE's view of the law is erroneous. The statute’s focus on

181 See 47 U.S.C. § 572(a).
182 See 47 U.S.C. § 572(e).

'8 See GTE, p. 12.
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local exchange carriers that provided service on January 1, 1993, indicates that Congress was
concerned solely with preventing mergers between incumbent LECs and the existing in-region cable
operator. By contrast, mergers between a cable operator and a CLEC, for example, are permissible
because such arrangements would not undermine the statutory goal of two-wire competition.

This interpretation of the statute is consistent with the prior Commussion practice of
permitting non-incumbent LECs to merge with cable operators notwithstanding the broad language
of the now-defunct cable-telco cross-ownership ban. Section 652 was adopted to replace the cable-
telco cross-ownership ban imposed by prior Section 633(b)(1)."** Section 633(b)(1) prohibited
common carriers from providing video programming within their "telephone service area."'®* Despite
the facial applicability of the ban to any "common carrier,”" the Commission limited the ban only to
traditional landline local exchange telephone companies that possessed monopoly control over local
bottleneck facilities.'* It further held that common carriers that "do not provide service by means of
such facilities ... do not have ‘telephone service areas’ within the meaning of the ban and, therefore,

are not subject to it."'*’

'8 See S. Rep. No. 104-230, at 171-74.

185 See 47 U.S.C. § 533(b) (1) (1994) (repealed by Telecommunications Act of 1996, § 302, 110
Stat. 56, 124).

1% See Memorandum Opinion & Order, In re Application of Teleport Communications -- New York

for Transfer of Control of Stations WLU372 WL.W316 and WLW3|7 From Merrill Lvnch Group,

Inc. to Cox Teleport, Inc., 7 FCC Rcd 5986, at § 15 (1992) ("Teleport MO&Q"); In re Telephone
mpany-Cable Television Cr wnership Rules. Sections 63.54 - 63.58 Further Notice of

Proposed Rulemaking, First Report & Qrder, and Second Further Notice of Inquiry, 7 FCC Red 300,
at 1 46(1991) ("Video Dialtone Order"); Letter Ruling on a Petition for Declaratory Ruling Filed by
Twixtel Technologies, Inc., 5 FCC Rcd 4547, at 4548 (1990) ("Letter Ruling").

'87 Letter Ruling, 5 FCC Rcd at 4548; see also Video Dialtone Order, 7 FCC Rcd at 46 ("[W]e
(continued...)
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The policy behind Section 652 reflects Congress’s continuing concern about monopoly
control over bottleneck facilities. By preventing two incumbent networks from buying each other
out, Congress envisioned each of the established networks competing in both the local exchange and
video programming businesses. Section 652(a)‘s policy rationale does not apply in the case of a
CLEC’s acquisition of an in-region cable operator because CLECs do not possess monopoly control
over such bottleneck facilities. Thus, even if TCG had offered telephone exchange service as of

January 1, 1993, in a TCI area (as it did not), Section 652(a) would not be implicated.

CONCLUSION
The applications seeking approval of the transfer of control of FCC authorizations held

by subsidiaries of TCI and entities controlled by TCI to AT&T should be granted.

'87 (...continued) .

have consistently held that when telephone common carriers . . . do not control essential exchange
facilities such as poles and conduit, the concerns about exclusionary conduct which underlie the
[cross—ownership] rules are not implicated."); Teleport MO&Q, 7 FCC Rcd, at 9 15-16 (The cross-
ownership ban of Section 633(b)(1) was enacted based “on the judgment that cable television
companies could be prevented from fair access to poles and conduits they needed to bring service to
consumers by telephone companies which had monopoly control of these bottleneck facilities . . . .
The Commission has limited the [telephone/cable cross-ownership] ban to traditional landline local
exchange telephone companies with monopoly control of bottleneck facilities” (emphasis added)).

Congress has long been aware of the Commission's interpretation of the cable-telco cross-
ownership ban. See Saxbe v. Bustos, 419 U.S. 65, 74 (1974). Moreover, the fact that Section 652(e)
of the 1996 Act used the term "telephone service area” in connection with Section 652(a)'s
prohibition suggests that Congress meant to incorporate the foregoing Commission precedent which
construed the term as being limited to ILECs, and not CLECs.
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